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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1 . Claim 1 0 is objected to because of the following informalities: On the second line 
of claim 10, delete "the between". Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1 and 3-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Abbott et al. (US Patent No. 4,328,577) in view of Sebaa et al. (WESCON/94. 
'Idea/Microelectronics'. Conference). 

With regard to a switching device with multiple input and output ports and a 
testing output port, as shown in claim 1 , Abbott et al. teach a multiplexer demultiplexer 
system with a monitor connectable to inputs or outputs for monitoring the data path 
(col., lines 5-41 ; col. 2, line 54 - col. 3, line 29; Fig. 1). With regard to a controller 
coupled to the switching device to control the testing output port to connect to a 
selected data path and permit analysis of a data path, as shown in claim 1 , Abbott et al. 
teach controlling the monitor to monitor various signal paths for faults (col. 2, lines 54- 
63; col. 14, line 60 - col. 15, line 68). Abbott et al. do not teach that the switching device 
is coupled to a video source, as shown in claim 1 . 
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Sebaa et al. teach a video controller and testing a video card having a data path 
upon which the video data passes (page 542, Section 1). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the muldem 
monitor system, as taught by Abbott et al., to include a video source, as taught by 
Sebaa et al., because then the video data path would have been tested without 
disrupting operation (Sebaa et al., Abstract; Abbott et al. col. 1 , lines 1-23). 

Abbott et al. do not teach a cyclic redundancy checksum (CRC) port, CRC 
analysis or a CRC module, as shown in claims 3-5. Sebaa et al. teach CRC analysis in 
a test answer evaluator (pages 542-543, Section 2). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the muldem 
monitor, as taught by Abbott et al., to include CRC analysis, as taught by Sebaa et al., 
because then the video data path would have been checked for errors (Sebaa, page 
542, Abstract, Section 1). 

4. ClaimXis rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Abbott et 
al. in view of Sebaa et al. as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Mann et al. 
(US Patent Application Publication 2001/0013104). 

Abbott et al. and Sebaa et al. teach all the limitations of claim 1 upon which claim 
2 depends. Neither Abbott et al. nor Sebaa et al. teach a video cross-bar device, as 
shown in claim 2. Mann et al. teach a cross-bar system for video (par. 85). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify the muldem system combination, as taught by Abbott et al. and Sebaa et al., 
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to include a cross-bar system, as taught by Mann et al., because then a flexible method 
for routing video feeds would have been used (Mann et al. pars. 84-86). 
5. Claims 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Aagaard et al. (US Patent No. 3,928,730) in view of Abbott et al. 

With regard to two switching devices both with multiple input and output ports 

* 

and with the output ports of the first switching device connected to the input ports of the 
second switching device, as shown in claim 6, Aagaard et al. teach a matrix module 
switching network with three stages of switching devices (Fig. 1). Aagaard et al. do not 
teach a testing output port for monitor input or output ports or data paths, as shown in 
claim 6. Abbott et al. teach a monitor connectable to inputs or outputs for monitoring 
the data path (col., lines 5-41 ; col. 2, line 54 - col. 3, line 29; Fig. 1 ). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
the matrix switching network, as taught by Aagaard et al., to include a monitoring 
apparatus, as taught by Abbott et al., because then the system would have been 
automatically adjusted for failures and errors would have been detected (Abbott et al., 
col. 1, lines 6-37). 

■ 

Aagaard et al. do not teach a data collection device, as shown in claim 7. Abbott 
et al. teach a monitor connectable to inputs or outputs for monitoring the data path (col., 
lines 5-41; col. 2, line 54 - col. 3, line 29; Fig. 1). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the matrix switching 
network, as taught by Aagaard et al., to include a monitoring apparatus, as taught by 
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Abbott et al., because then the system would have been automatically adjusted for 
failures and errors would have been detected (Abbott et al., col. 1, lines 6-37). 
6. Claims 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Aagaard et al. in view of Abbott et al. as applied to claims 6 and 7 above, and further in 
view of Sebaa et al. 

Aagaard et al. and Abbott et al. teach all the limitations of claims 6 and 7 upon 
which claims 8 and 9 depend. Aagaard et al. and Abbott et al. do not teach a CRC 
module and CRC checking, as shown in claims 8 and 9. Sebaa et al. teach CRC 
analysis in a test answer evaluator (pages 542-543, Section 2). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
the matrix network combination, as taught by Aagaard et al. and Abbott et al., to include 
CRC analysis, as taught by Sebaa et al., because then video data paths would have 
been checked for errors (Sebaa, page 542, Abstract, Section 1). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Manuel L Barbee whose telephone number is 571-272- 
2212. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 8-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Marc S. Hoff can be reached on 571-272-2216. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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